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Pl ease state your nanme for the record.

St ephen H. Ceri bo.

On whose behalf are you offering rebuttal testinony?

On behalf of the Town of Fram ngham

Q =2 Q 2 QO

Are you being paid for offering rebuttal testinony on
behal f of Fram nghanf

A: Yes, my conpany is being paid for the work it is doing on
behal f of Fram nghamin this and other matters.

Q Have you reviewed the direct testinony of John T. Hanni gan
and Steve Sylven, submtted on behalf of the Town of Ashl and?
A Yes.

Q Wth respect to M. Sylven's testinony at pp. 21-22, and
M. Hannigan's testinony at pp. 6-7, do you agree with the
testimony of these gentlenen pertaining to the maxi numrates of
di scharge permtted under the | MA between Franm ngham and

Ashl and?

A: Yes. | note, however, that flow records recently produced
by Ashl and to Fram ngham denonstrate that Ashland’ s di scharges
to Fram nghanmi s sewer system on occasion, exceeded the
permtted discharge rates. W are now conducting a anal ysis of
this flow data to determ ne the frequency with which Ashl and

exceeded the maxi numrates of discharge.
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Q Can you descri be one exampl e of an occasi on on which
Ashland’s flow indicates that it exceeded the maxi numrates of

di schar ge?

A: Yes. Attached as proposed Exhibit FR-19 is a copy of a
docunent recently produced by Ashland, which reflects flow

t hrough the Chestnut Street punping station during the week of
Decenber 16, 1996. Per the |MA, Ashland “shall be [imted and
restricted to a maxinumrate of discharge of 2.0 mllion gallons
per day (or 1400 gallons per mnute) of Ashland sewerage with

t he exception that nonentary di scharge rates not exceeding 2.5
mllion gallons per day (or 1750 gallons per mnute) for periods
not in excess of five mnutes are permssible’”. As reflected on
the attached chart, Ashland's flow during the week of Decenber
16, 1996 routinely exceeded the 2.0 Ma& Iimt, and even exceeded
t he maxi mum perm ssi bl e di scharge rate of 2.5 MED on severa
occasi ons.

Q Did Ashl and provide Fram nghamw th a conplete set of punp
station flow records for both the Chestnut Street and Brackett
Street punping stations?

A: No. Ashland produced circular strip charts, simlar to
proposed Exhibit FR 19, for the Chestnut Street punping station
for scattered dates in 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 2001, 2002 and
2003. Ashl and produced punp run neter data for both punping

stations for each year in the 1997-2002 tine frame, but sone of
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t he nonths have inconplete data. W are in the process of
obtaining detailed flow data fromthe MARA in order to ascertain
the frequency and extent of Ashland s violations of the nmaxi mum
di scharge rates for each day during the relevant tinme period.

| f Ashland had installed functioning Parshall Flume devices at
the two connection points, as they were required to do under the
| MA, we al ready woul d have this data.

Q Does the fact that Ashland violated the discharge rates
permtted under the I MA inpact in any way your opinion as to the
appropriate fornula for cal cul ati ng Ashl and’ s proper share of
Fram nghanm s O&%M expenses?

A: This information provides further support for my opinion

t hat Ashl and’ s paynments for use of Fram nghami s system shoul d be
based on the actual Ashland flows into the system because

Fram nghanis costs are directly related to the actual (rather
than the projected or perm ssible) anount of these flows. Under
Ashl and’ s proposed fornul a, Ashl and woul d not have to pay

i ncreased anounts to Fram nghamfor O&M even if its actual flows
i ncreased beyond current |evels.

Q Directing your attention to M. Sylven's testinony at p. 27
and M. Hannigan's testinony at pp. 11-12, do you agree wth

t hese gentlenens’ statements as to the appropriateness of the

formul a proposed by Ashl and?
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A: No. M. Sylven and M. Hannigan state that Fram ngham and
Ashl and agreed to Ashland s usage of Fram nghanis sewer system
“on a blanket basis.” | do not agree with this characterization
of the I MA, which provides that Ashland shoul d pay Fram ngham a
“proportionate share of the cost of maintaining said system”

al so do not agree that the fornula described in ny direct
testimony would result in Ashland being charged Ii ke any other
Fram ngham custoner. It is ny opinion that Ashland, |ike any

ot her user of the system should pay a proportionate share of
the cost of operating the entire system not just that portion
of the system Ashland utilizes. It also is ny opinion, however,
t hat Fram ngham shoul d assess Ashland on a percentage fl ow
basis, i.e., a determ nation of what percentage of Fram ngham s
total flow represents flows received from Ashl and, rather than
on a “per-gallon” flow basis. |If Fram nghamwere to apply the
sanme tiered per-gallon rate structure to Ashland that it applies
to those users who reside in Fram ngham (i.e. treat Ashland |ike
all ot her Fram ngham sewer custoners), Ashland s bill would be
far in excess of the anpbunts Fram nghamis now proposing that
Ashl and shoul d pay.

Q Do you agree with M. Sylven's testinony at p. 29, and M.
Hanni gan’s testinony at p. 13, regarding the full flow capacity

of the Farm Pond Interceptor and the Beaver Dam I nterceptor?



A: | have not cal culated the full flow capacity of either

pi pe, and the nunbers provided by M. Sylven and M. Hanni gan of
15.0 MG and 2.0 MED do not appear in SEA's Report. | have
estimated the full flow capacities of these pipes as 10.0 M3D
and 2.0 MaED.

Q Does this conclude your rebuttal testinony?

A: Yes.
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